0 9¢852-
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS

BY THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL
OF THE UNITED STATES
' TR

Seme Problems Imneding
cconomic Improvement Gf
Small-Farm Operations: What
The Department Of Agriculiure
Could Do

BEST DOCUMENT AVAILABLE

Thiz report docunes prohdeve wpatryg the
eeonGrrs utpEvernert of geaihfaor cowe
anors ard remerch and extonnon eftorn of
the Do ey of Agrmuitum wrg landorant
ervirgs Lar cvprunoy the ef Yegrwy of orglh
far sy COBET S AP ough varhma Dengrtrand
Ot Agrouiture et et faorset, thyg
FEDQPT 4-aritas reggareh it gxlery M gotne
itres Decoag of commrn gbont  whetey
erugly OF Peee aotieTery Puave Been cteervadg
v the prohieerg and Loeranon CF the gerai
farer oper; we,

I N e B
vED.T SUG 15,1875

B

Tuz660" [O76352 |

ey




COIY O LIR GEMERAL OF VIR VRITRE gVATES
I LR VM. § &, R

pefilleg

Te the President of &he Sengte sng the
Spesrer of the Houdkme of hepredentatives

This fepart discuszive gome of the peoblems impeding the
seonca ic tuprovenant of uzafl-far® operations and what he ‘
bepartment of Agriculture could g8 to fully exploit the T
potential natioradl and indiviaual rencfivs of extenston and
regsearch rIOQFaad O encourade and help asali-fare opsratorsa
to improve Lhety fafming operfatlions.
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LEALLFARK CPERATIONS:
wHAT TVE LEPAHTHMENT OF
AGHICULTURE COULD Do
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Lt

stany sneasll-farm opfefatursa 23y 0 helped to ine
Creane their inconeg thrtough aofe (Atensive
snd specifically dirccted extensian andg
Fesvarcoh pfulfrens sponsored of (inahced Ly the )
Lepartsent of Agriculture, Y

Tre Departeent ahould:

~=ldenttfy zmall-fare orsratnrs n thelr
pProudetive yearg who deperyd on the tarm
3% their pfimary sSaurce af thcome and
cateaosfrtee thes accordtimg tao hegr
Feanutces, abtlittes, slucational ez
pertences, and willingnens (0 IRp7ove
thels oferattons tvy  =tingd avatlabie
tevnrolicygy amnd eff{ciont management
practices,

=wi ol trate the ¢onts and t#nefits af pfo-
Qrafs Aacsded Lo CELeR) FFILAMRE and
teechmical atetstaace ta zmall-form
aperatyry havisg e polential for
fnprovernrent and Present the alofmat fon
to the (ongreszs tor 1tz constderattion,

~=Lxaming the potential tor research
uniouely destaned 0 oprove the ecanoe
mte posttian ¢f ocmall-tary omrators
and, i guch pementl.al exists, ¢onstder
the priopiey of such research in
refation to other federally funded
aaricultural research.

~=batablish procedures tor (!} evaju-
ating the etonomic and soctal ispacts
ot future research thar cousld greatly
chanae the oroductivity, structure,
ang/or rizre of exi1sting [arms, and
{2} deterzialng the assisiancs Cmaie=
faorm operators would reed to Lian far

and adjust to the resullting changes,
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The congenaus of inowvledgeable Coverrnzent and
nongovernsent people (8 that, although various
factorse contribute £o gxmgll-fare oporators’
naving telacively low volunes of farm sales,
fativre to uge available technology and
efficient management practices effectively

L8 & primary [eason =any nave lower volumes

of fare zales than they might have and a =ajor
factor listting isproveseants {a thetr farsing
gperations, {(few p. li.}

&though sose publicly supported sxtension and
fegvarch projects have related to the needs of
small~farm operators, the Gopartment and land-
grant colletes have not made & concerted effore
te salve probleas {mpeding the economic zprove-
ment of small-farm operationsg, Alse they have
not adequately (1} evaluated the vconomic and
social mpacts of produciton-efficiency
regearch nor {2) determtned the asstgtance

tnat zmall-farm operators newd to plan for

and adjust to changes brought about by 3uch
fegeqrch. (See po. 14 to Zl.)

Demongtration projects sponsored by cooperg-
tive extension organizations ard the Tennessce
talley Authortity have shown that some small-
farm operaters ate capable of increasing the
productivity ef theisr land and tacreastng
their tncomes. The fype arcd intenotty of
asgtntance provided, and resulting accomplitsh-
ments, differnd widely between those projects
aa did the abiiities a~d resources of pare
ticioating farmers., {(Sex pp. 1d to 7.

More caomplete data on szall-farm operalors

13 needed to determine the type and sxtert

of azststarce which woula be useful and to
provide the hasis for planning ecxtension

and resear~h progransg oryented ro the specifc,
Known needs of grzll-farm operators.  Such
projrass could atd in peeting the world's

foca and fiber aeeds as well as inceeasing
these farcera’ 1acozes., {80 p, o2.)

The Departwsent diszgrees that it should tare
actions to 1ntenstfy its efforts ta exteng

trawning and techanical asglstance to small-
farr operaters. (osee pp. 24 to 6.}

BEST DOCUMENT AVAILABLE

ii



UHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTICN

Farsing 18 a highly competitive oand risky ndusery.
y2ar [ewer peop.t earn their livelihood by farming, The
crend hag been toward fewer Isrme thet are leraer and ntghly
gechanized., Farsers win do A0t InCresse the stie of their
fares, mechanize thels opsrationg, of otherwige update thetr
tarsing practices soon becoms poncompetitive and eventually
drop ocut of the painstreas of farming,

Te help farmers produce angd zarket tood and fiLes
efftctentiy, the U.5. Pepartment of Agriculture (USDA) fha<,
over many Yeéars, carried out and nelped Limnance agficultur sl
regearch and extension activities aimed at gatning and apply-
ing xnowledges snd technology efficiently to the bioiraical,
phystcal, and econem.¢ phises of producing, procesasing, ard
distributing farms and forest products.

in recent vears, much Concern hag been expressed about
whether encuah Of this research gmi extenrion activity has
been digected 1o the prablems nd operations of the small-
tarm operatlor. During deliberations on the Rural Develogrent
act of 1372 7 0.&8.0, 1921 rmote tfsupp. If)}, several senators
indicated that spectal research amd extenstion efforets weee
peeded 0 A8EIBL A LTRIOVIGG the faraing opwrartiens and
tncezes of small-fare operators armd theteby encourage them
to re@atn on thetr farms.

This report digcusses (1} sove of the problezs mpeding
the economic ixpeoavenent of small-farm operations and (2}
rezearch and extonnton efforts of USDA and land-qgrant
coelleges for {sproving the farzing operations of amall-
fara operators.

Qrher UsDA agencieg~-guch ags the Agricultural Stabilie
zation and Conservatton Service, Farmers Home Admintstrat:icsn,
o1l Conservation Service, and Farmer Cooperative Sefviceo--
provide technical and/for financial assistance to farmers,
inciuding swali-far® operators. According to USDA, these
afe: other UsDA agencies use and sugplement the resoutces ot
LSBA'a Extension Service and land-qrant colleges, and the
interaction of their proqgras. with researcn angd esitenston
effores i3 widelv xnown tn rural Amersca, Althouin we
recogntze tnat otner USDA agencies prowide assigtance to
farmers, we concentrated our review on resesrch and extension
activities beceuse of the concern ezpressed about whotler
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enough of thene agoctivities have been directed to the croblems
argg vperationg of the small-fare operator.

CHANGLS IW FARHM MUHBERS AND SIIZE

Agricultural statisgtics show that the nusber of farms in
the Untted States hag steadily declined since 1935, From 1950
ve 147%, for eremple, the number of farmg decreased apout 0
percent. At the same timg, the total lard in farms decreased
only about 10 percent and the average farm glze {ncreased about
81 percent., The cnanges in farm numbers and size from 19%0 to
197% are depieted in the graphs on page 2.

Generally, the {ares with the leaat amount of farm sales
nave gone out of business. As shown {n the [ollowing tabie,
for example, the number of farms with gross annuel seles under
520,000 decreased by about .0 million between 1960 and 1973,
Because of incressed prices, production efficiencies, and
fara stze, apout one-third ot these moved intou the cateqory
of farma with grags annual sales of $20,000 and cver. The
aother two-third:r, however, weént out of bustiness,

Percent
Husber 0f [arms ni cnénge
Gross arnual sales T5%el 1973 19¢G-73
Expardging farm seclor:
»43,000 and over 113,000 446,000 298,
§20,000 "o 839,999 227,000 563,000 148.4
Taral __340.000 1,009,000 186.8
Decitning ‘arm gector:
$10.000 te 319,999 497,000 332,000 ~31.2
$5,0080 o $9,999 660,000 262,000 -60.3
$2,500 t 54,999 617,000 458,000 ~20.9
Lesas than $Z2,500 1,849,000 753,000 -59.,3
Total 3,623,000 1,835,000 @ ~43.4
Toral 3,963,000 2,844,000 -28.2
i smer gt Qo vig il cne g o

Althouah the number of smaller farms has declined and
many of those remaining are operated by part-tire or semi-
retived farmers, many snall farms are operated by farm fartlies
tn their productive yvears who denend primartly cn fars income
for thetr livelthood, (See =, 5.1 Availeble information
tndicates that many of these fanmilies maey e subsistirg on
incones nesr of below the poverty level,
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wnile farn families may receive incoze {rom nonfars jobs
and busginesses, profegsional practices, retirtexent plang, or
inveRtments, & spectal Bureau of the Census survey showed that
10 1970 about (9% percent of the fars hciseholds witd groas
annvyal fars sales undee $29,000, excluding those in which the
head-of-household was clansifled an pert-tins or sexmiretired,
did not have any off-farm income and an addittional 31 pegcent
did not earn any salariesd and wages frot off~farm sources.
Salarites and wageu accounted for apout 6] percent of the total

tf-farm income fecelved in 1970 Dy all farm hougeholds with

groas annual farm sales under 320,000,

& 196% study by MWorth Larclina State University concluded
Lhat the established farmer has little tendency te withdraw
from farming even when under conslderable econozic prepaurce,
Our analysis of the ressonsy for farm sales, made during our
revice of major problems related to rural development in a2
fd-countr ared in South Dagota, suppotted this conclusion
{RED-75-288, Jan, 8, 1975}).

GEFINITION OF A SHALL-FARM OPERATOY

secsuse of vhe diversity in agricueitucal productlon, the
pPRygsica: constralints of agricuitiral land ir diftferent sections
ol the countey, and the intersix of farm and ¢téi-fatm empluysentg
of rural residents, thefe (& 1o umiversally rccepted definiticH
2f 3 small-fars operator.

DSDA and the Buteau of the Census define a farm az any
piace of 10 acres or more with sales of asricultursl preducts
of a4t least $50 snnuaslly, or any pilare of leas than L0 acres
with sales of ageiculitural products of at least 5250 annually.,
included in this definition are farms operated by full-time
farmers, part-time farmers, hobby farmetrs, and revigses.

USDA's Bconomic Research Service .old us that gross
faca inconme and total family incocme would e the =ost impartant
factors to uwse in dofining a gmall-farm operater and that most
U508 officlals would congider gresa annual sales of $20,000 o
be ...e upwer limit of 2 small-farm operator. Thecrefore, ot
this review, we considered a gmall~facm operator a% & person
wao (1} is under &5 years of age, {2} works off the farm for
wates less than 100 davs & vear, and {3} sells leas zhan 520,000
of zgriculitural products annually.

We recogntize the limitations of using sJuch general cri-
teria for thig definition, However, the Critecfid pEImit a
gereral distinction o be made bHetween (1} farmecs 10 thneit
procuctive years who pay depend on profit from the sale of
farn comzodities ag their rain source of income and {2}
cther p@opln with farm sales living in gurel acreas,
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tUsing information from the 1269 Census of Agriculture on
the profile of farmera, we estimgted that $66,000, 2r s2ou®
37 percent of rre operatotrs of the 1.6 million ferms elith
agrt .witural sales of less than $20,0600 in 1973, vet the
abave delinttion of & sma l~farm operator.,

AGRICULTURAL RESBARCH

The besic res~onsibilities for agricultural rezesech ate
set forth i1n (1} the Qrganic Act of L1862 7 U.5,0. 22011 wi‘ch
established USDA and (2} the Hatech Aet of 1687, as azended
{7 L.5.C, l6lay, wni~n establish-& State sjricultucal especi-
ment stations ot lane-grant colleges.

USDA and the land-qrant colleaes have defined asgricul-~
tural reseostch 58 g syscematic mot!od of gaining and appiy-
fng knovledge efficiantly o (1) bioleglcal, physical, ang
econueic p.anss of producing, provensing, and SI8tCibutaing
farm and fo:ese products, (2] consumes haslth and autrition,
ard (3] goctal and economic aspects &f rural liviny., Tre
ragggech 18 div.ded genocally 1uto four categorivs:

L. Peoduyction efticiency-~ta insure en adaqusete
pupply of fare and foue8y products for imee-
diate and future needs at decreasing real
production coata,

2. Harkelting--te iN3ULe the contumer Detltler
producte and to zintmize tha costas of peo-
cegaing and deastoihuting agricultural
praduces.

. Foteiqr ortented--t0 expand export markets {ac
aqriculrural peoaducts and co agzlot developing
nations to faise adricultucal preductivity,

4. People orieated--to protect contuasf health
and Lo ImDIOVe tHE 2ron0nle and 83Cial well
heing of Americans who live on farms and in
tucal comsunitiesn,

USDA*e snventory of sgficuitural ressscch showed tf st
ton ftacal yeag 1973, pubiicly supported agricultiral research
wag conduzted by % USDA agencies, 5% State ajricultura; oEpegbe
mant astations (%3 are located a2t land-jrant callegus of '36ty,
L& land-grant calleges of lu%l (colleges originstly estanw
hed for black studencs) and Tuzkegee Institute, arg |3
anis of forestey. Thezge argsniraelonyg, Jarsng fiacal
%713, spent about ,410.6 million in Fedegal furds, 3J22.1
n in Svave Jurdg, and $5%8.% million in private and otnec
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funda~=-8 Sota! of §69k.3 million--oa a3ricultiral reemarch,

At Junme 33, Y97), there were Ji,8%% active sgrie.ltural

resesreh proledts, The follewify table shows, "y orgasizationsl
unit, the ronestch effort for fiscal vear 1%/} ard the nusber

of tesenech protecls et June W3, 1373,

DU . wwwmammwﬂg:&ﬂ*@t M,J(l_«___,‘,‘_
e 19 w—ww TR SRS et JWw

LN s I e a il <zl mgpm agara mRowte m,@.
s B E é‘ﬁ‘ St % ¥ %m T &ﬁg
i - P S L ) - 3’5«5‘3 %’ﬁ Tt

Eompriam 3 Sl

Pty RN ) E1: A2 [ 35 [ 3 .y Ge [ - ] 24 Lo L [ 3
Lt [ - ] [ <% ¢ £&$e L L kw ® & %”E L3 ) e 4 “we
P 50

st EaR tay L 13 t & (2] H L] - . LI ] §
L TRy

iRt & 0t ©w e [ 3 & 44 23 1 Be R ] &2 L= 4 Lre A ‘at
LRI ISR

e Lot

o maem | ME PR - Y S ¥ SR B S b i PRI - X
Tt £58 VR GBS MBS B4 BE 3 B i AU

Senrlp DS w Srapterp MF @PRGTLORD GRS

Er

ALBICULTURAL EXTENEION

The priszary link betweer 23Ficuiturxl fegfeoarch sed trg
faraet §8 the COOpefative agricultural exltension work sutho-
tized Dy the Satth-lewer Act »f [91d, &9 amended (T L.S.C.
41y, The act aulhorifes LADA . give, tRrouwgh land~grant

Lleges, thgteuction &ad practical demonstrations in
AL iCuitufe, hose 2CoRoBmICH, afd Felated gubiects. Sxtsn-
S108 worR (8 2120 authorized ohder sections 203(L3-2124% of
the Agricultural Marreting Aot af 18486 (7 U.s.C. [623-1€248)
and title ¥ of the Rural Develapment Azt of 1932 {7 U.5.C.
<68l et meg. (Bupp. L1k},

Fretengian prorasg ofe sooperetively ftnanced by Federal,
State, and local sovernments, For Piscal vear 137%, US0A
slioteed alicut §17¢ milliom 1n Federal fusds for agr.cultural
CELFRBLIGN wOrk, 2nd Ht3%e amd local goveranents alietted ahout
.70 miltion §3r sich worg,

The basgic migsica of agricultural extension i to help

Fecpie tdentify snd goLve their farm, Rome, and coBMUnity
gsatlez% tREGuaGh use of regearch f;ﬂ@**q& and LSDA progrens,

degrant COLieges Carry Oul ewtension wors LACSUgh state ans
yvmntv extengion clfices. Tre States wroloy gounty, ' se
econgRics, and &~ Jlud agentar State and red SPECLEilsYS:
ﬁutrltlﬂﬁéi didear and others o conduct «ducastioral .rcrans
adapted to icval proviems amd conditicns.
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B50A's Fxtension fervice pefves gn ligison between USDA
and the land-grant colleges, prevides progran leadecship and
BE¥SLELANCE ON ERLENNLON wOLK to the colleges, courdinates
sstension wotk among the colleges, administers Federal laws
authoriging extenpion work, snd provides lesdetuhip for the
educational phapes of all USDA prograss.

The folliowing table shows program staff-daye ~upended
by the cooperative extencioh service orqanizations in flscal
yeoae 1974,

Program title Staff-days expended

iegroving facz income 953,762
Harketing, utilization, and disteibution §23,472
Pood and mutcition 549,805%
4=-# development 1,000,434
izproved family Liveng 472,168
Satety and emecqency preparedness 25,5310
Comaunity development 241,%.8
Hatural rescutces and envitonament 137,978
Irtornational estension 5,192
Total 3.509,873

SR AR

Sousces Extenaton Setvice'sn managenent information uyatem,
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CHAPTER I

SHALL-PARR QUERATORS COULD BE HELPED THROUGH

MORE IRTEMSIVE AND SPECIFICARLLY TARGETED

EXTEMNSION AND RESEARCH EFFOATS

Over the years, USDA's (ntengive ressarch efforts (n
colliasboration with the land-grant colleges have greatly
increszed agriculturel preductivity. This incressed
procductivity has, to 8 large extent, helped to hold down
conmodity prices which have come under (nAcreasing upward
presgure in recent years from ever-riging domestic and
wofld demand, Fars operatess whoe have been able to Increase
theit productivity have cozpensated for the fact that from
19%3 through 1974 farm prices have not kept pace propor-
tionately with price increases for farm supplies and
materials ond family living itemg. During this peried,
howeve!, many 2mall-farm operators have not effectively
used the new and {mproved aqricultural technology and the
efficient management practicen developed through research.
in many cazes they have experienced relatively lower vol-
usss 08 fai® sales and losaes in teai income.

Although gome publicly supported extengicon and research
projects have telated Lo the needs of small-farm operators,
USDA arnd the land-grant colleges have not made a concerted
effort to solve problems lmpeding the economic improvement of
emsli-{s-m operationa. USOA and the land-geant colleges have
act, to a great estent, (1)} evaluated the econoaic and zocisal
inpacts of productica-efficiency research not (2} determined
the asgiptance that gmsll-farm operators need to plan for and
adjust to the changes brought about by such resestch.

According te avsilable information, a large amount of the
wation's agricultural lend is under the managempent of asmall-
farnm operatorg. HKMuch of this land i2 not being used to its
full production potentizi, Demonstration projects conducted
Ly the cooperative extension organizations have shown that fome
small-farm operators are capable of increasing the produc~
tivity of their land and increasing their incomes if they
ste helped to do 30 thrcocugh more intensified extension gnd
resnarch efforts.
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RESEARCH FPINNINGE IWCREALE
PRUBUTTION TV 'Y

One of the primacy gonls of ageicultural resesech is to
incresne efficiencles in producing agricultural commodities,
In recent yeargs, the publicly supported sgriculrural cedearch
ayencles have genseally spent about 60 percent of theif totsl
tesearch dollars on production~sfficlency research. Only a
ceall petcentaqe of this resesrch has been devoted to develop-
ing ar impfoving machinery for planting, cultivating, and
hatvesting crops. Host hags been devalted to leproving animal
and plent productivity and manaqQing natural tesources.

The accomplishments of such research have oeen described
48 one of whe miracles of toe centuty. Iapeoved fertiligees,
veeds, irrigation, and chesicals and amethods to control weeds,
plant dissases, and insects have helped to increase yield foc
each ecrop acre over 60 percent since 1950. Improved breeds,
beeeding technigues, feeding plens, and chemicals and methodls
to control anirmal dicesses and pests have increased the guality
and quantity of livestock and poultry. Host of these imptove-
ments can be effectively used by all formers regardless of
farm size,

the following cnatt, oeceed on index nushers compiled by
USDA*s Economic Resesarch Service, shows the incregses in crop
and livestock productton from LH50 through 1973,

160 -
§ 148G =
o | LIVESTOCK PRODUCTION
Q
Ng \y - g
by p"
bR ¥+ 3 0 £’
s CROP PROCASTION
2

100

oo g d t o b e by b 15';5 .
R3O 1554 1958 1eE2 10648 197% 1974 1978
& Prolwmongey
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COMPARIBON OF pRICES BECELIVED
RN FEYD EY TLAVAYES

sgricultural commodities are usually sold at prices
deteormined by osupply and demgndy therefore, reseatch findings
wich incteass the supply of agricultural commodities as de-
zand rises help keep the prices recaived for the coamoditien
from eieing moce vapidly than they otherwise might,

Ageicultural sratistice show that the rate of {ncreases
in peices farmers received Yor agricultural commodities has
generaisy been 8salier than the rate of increases in the
ptices facmers paid for (1) fars input itema, such a8 labor,
geeds, fertilizers, sachinery, fecd, livesteck, building and
fencing zaterial, interes®, and taxea, and {2} family living
tteas, such 38 facd, hous ng, and clcthing,

the following chart, pased on index nushers cospiled by
USDA's Statirtical Reporting Service, showd that (1) prices
tecelved for fare products inecressed 31 percent from 195]
through 1974 while prices paid tor farm ilnpet Lltems (ncreased
113 percent and prices puaid for family living iteoms increased
$2 percent and 12} cver S0 percent of the iscrease in prices
farners recalved occurced in 1973, <ven with thig [arae
increase, the spreads tn 1973 znd 1974 betwesn the prices
teceived £o0t farm products and the prices patd for farm input
i1tens were stiil sizable.

o

20 oo cvmrmmmene. Pricay Rocsivod AR Form Produrts
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Because prices farmers received for sale of commedities
have not kept pace with prices they paild for farm supplles and
matertale and ¢ {tly living items and becsuse the real value of
the dollar has continued to decline, farmers must uge new or
isproved technolngy to incresse their output just to msintain
stable i{ncomes. In other words, farmers who do not cffectively
use technology .i8e real income.

One agricultural economist has gtated:

*The cycle of intrcduction of new technoloegy,
adoption by farmers, increased output, depresgsed
prices, and further search for new technology to
waintain farm income * * ® has placed farmers on
& treadmill.”

Another said:

“Farsers must tread fast just to keep up, and
those that do not keep up experience low returns,
poverty, or bankruptcy.®

SHALL-FARM OPERATORS DO NOT
EFFECTIVELY USE AVATIABLE TECHNOLOGY
AND LEFFICTENT MANAGEMENT PRAUTICES

We asked knowledgeaeble Government and nongovernment people
in the Stateg and counties we viglited why some farmers have
low wvoluses of farm gales., They satd this may be because th
farmerg are (1) farming a small cuantity of land, (2) farming
poor, less preductive land, (3) snort of available capital
¢t unable to obtain credit to purchsse needed production in-
put items or to expand farm size, (4) selling facm products
at the wrong time or in the wrong market, (5) poorly motivated
with no desire to improve farming operations, and (6) failing
to effectively use avallable technelogy and efficient manage-
ment practices.

The consennus was that the failure to effectively use
available technelogy and efficient management practices was
a primary reason many farmers have lower velumes of farm
sales than they might have and 3 major factor limiting
tmprovements in the farming operations of mogt small-form
operators who have not progressed. HMeny small-farm operators
do not effectively use avatlable research findings because
they are pcor managers, are reluctant to meke changes, or arfe
unwilling to seek out and accept help from others.

BEST DuuuMENT AVAILABLE,
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The value of using avallable rescurces efficiently
wab desongtrated in a Univ«rﬁaty cf Hinnesota mtudy compsr~
ing the earnings in 1971 snd 1972 of deiry farmers with herds
in given size cateqgoriess 25 to 34 cows, 3% to 44 cows, and
4% to 64 cows. The study showed that, in termg of labor
earnings 1/, the top 25 percent of the farmers in these
categorico, earned from 4.9 to 7.8 times pmure, on tne averaqge,
than the bottom 2% per~ant, although both groups had similar

kinds and amounts of rescurces.

€
8
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The study's authors concluded thet the efficient use of
similar smsountd and kinds of resources was the major teason
for the latqe vatiations in the f{armers' eatnings,

SMALL-FARM OPERATORS CAN LHPROVE OPERATIONS
51N : A 3 v

Extension Service officials sald that their expatience
shoved that small-farm opetratoers can isprove theic operations
by effectively using avaslable technology and efficient manage-
ment practices. Cooperative extensgion organizations have, for
a number of yesrs, sponsored demonstration programs, Rome
jointly with the Tennespsee Valley Authority, to extend training
and technical assistance to szall-farm operators.

The type and intensity of assistance provided and result-
ing accomplishments widely differed between programs as did
the abilities and resources of participating farmers,
Nevertheless, the results of these programs showed that there
a-e small-farm operators who (1) will respond to extension
erforts specifically designed to megt thelr needs and (2)
can be helped to incresse productien by using available tech-
nology and efficient management practtces. Three of these
programs are discussed below.

The Rapid Adjustment Farm Progqram

This program is designed to assist the farmer who has
the potent:al to hecome a full-time commercial farmer and
earn &8 satisfactory income. The Tennessee Valley Authority
and various extenzion organizations in the Tennesaee Valley
COSpoONsol the prograsm.

H
S

Total farm receipts less gyulal farm expenses,

BEST DUCUMENT AVAILABLE
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Piter g atm I8 swlectred fne racticipation, 11 phases
of toe faratng operation ate surveyed., HBenchmach dsta {a
rollected on land and land capabtilities, labor supply, manage-
went abiitty, laivestock, sachinery, cg2ipment, supplies,
financial sta.ements, snd credit avallability The operator’'s
managesent ability do eviluated msinly on pas. and present
use of resources, ctop yielde, livestouck production levels,
credit uvses, and community Jeadership. On the hasls of this
data, alternative farm pland are Jeveloped for the farmes
amd presented to him. He selects the plan to implement.

Aftet 4 final plan is agreed upon, the local extenston
agent and Jand-yrant college specialists work clogely with the
farmer to help hie ovetcome problems impeding implementation
af the plan.

& report by a Tennessee Valley ARuthority official and o
University of Tennes-ee professor in Feorusry 1%72 showed that,
for the 62 Laraers i 7 Tennessee Valley States who had completed
4 yeacrs in the program at the end ot 1970:

--Ayerage farm investment had cisen from 544,707 to
$70,080, an increase of 44 percent,

Shveraege groLs sales hae cisen from §18,026 to
&> 531,493, an i1ncrease of 1% percent,

- Average net farm income had risen from 54,548 to
1,935, en increar: of 74 peruent.

The Elk River Project

In 1959 the average size of the 12,260 faras in the Elk
Hivet area {(a 7-county area in south central Tennesses) was
112 actes and the average farm sales was $2,862. The Univer-
sity ot Tennessee, the Tennessee Valley Authority, and local
groups studied the probless fapeding tre development of
ajricutture i1n that area and evaluated the improvement potential.
They found that crop yields were low because of low levels
of terrilizer and lime use, low plant pogzulation, and poor
weed control pracuices. For livestock, they found thet pro-

duction was low, production practices were substandard, and
markets were inadeguate,

Prograss were established during the 1960s to (1) accul-
erate the use of recommended crop production practices, (2)
improve livestocs productior practices, and {3} inprove farm
managerent practices. The primary goal #as to increase gross
fars sales to $50 million by 1370~-an average annual growth

BEST ivubica] AviLAbLE
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of $1.%6 million or over twice the li-year growth trend of
$700,000. Bankers, buginesamen, civic leaders, and young
peoplae assisted in implementing these programs,

Examples of reported accomplishrents follow.

-—~fBetween 1963 and 1965, 10,000 farmers took over
40,000 soil samples for testing-~§é times the
number of soil nasples tested in previous perliode.
Ag a revult of this and other efforts, fertilizer
use greatly incr-eased as did crop yields.

~=Fer¢ilizer used in corn production {n the
county teated increased from 242 pounds an
acre in 1961 to 36€ pounds an gcre in 1966
and vields per acre increased from $1 bushels
to 62 bushels.

--Cotton ylelds per acre in the county tested
increased from 316 pounds to 592 pounds frosm
1961 to 1966. During that period, the quantity
of lime used increased over fourfold, the
quantity of chemicalse to control weeds increased
e.most tenfeld, the quantity of chemicals to
control insects jicreased smore than twofold, and
the quantity of fertilizer used increased from 44
pounds an acre to lébt pounds an acre,

-~Tobaceco yields in the county tested increased
from 1,509 pounds an acre to 1,957 pounds an
acre between 1961 and 1966. Use of mixed
fertilizers during that perjod increased 66
percent and use of straight nitrogen fectilizer
incressed 33 percent,

--E¢ucational and promotional activities initieted
berween 1965 and 1%88 encouraged over 1,800 par~
ticipating farmers to purchase 330 performance-
tested purebred bulls, 830 performance-tested
purebred boars, 3,700 purebred or high-grade
heifers, and 975 purebred or high-grade sows.

~-Sales from livestock and livestock products
increased about 75 percent.

~--As livestock production increased, better marketing
facilities were established and farmers received
better prices. FPor exanvle, in 1963 feeder pigs
sold for about $21 a head. Before organized

BEST GocukiinT AVAILAGLE
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marketing faclilities existed in the ares,
feeder pigs sold for $180 a head,

~~Net annual income per fsrm {ncreased fron &
19%%-61 average of $1,773 10 & 1967-69 pverage of
$2,860~~a Gl-percent tincrease.

~~Grogse farm males (n 1969 were $91.8 million,
exceeding the objective set for 1970 by 51.8
million,

-~A cogt-benesfit study showed that the program
cost the participating agencles and qroupe
$1.7% million and ircrecased returnsg to farmers
by $7.4¢ millfon--a coat~benefit ratio sf 1 to
%lzsl

The Texag Intensified Parm Planning Program

This program, which uged local farmers a3 prograzs afues,
wag designed by the Texas Agricultural Extension Service to

~=ghow the 2ffectivensss 3£ the progras oldes in
working with szall-farm operatorse in 18 Texas
counties on an intensive Dasis to change produc-
tion angd management prastices, and

--provide county extenston staffs an opportunity
to fieild test program procedures, teaching methods,
ard techniques which cou.d be drawn upon to atrengthen
an educational program designed to assist small-farm
operatora.

The 226 participants were selected on the baais of the
following criteria.

1. SEmall-farm cperators who generally wers not active
participants in the Service‘s ongoing educationsl
programs,

2. Operators who received 5 maior porticn of their
{ncome from farming,

Priority was given to operators who grogsed less than $5,000
a year from Iarming.

On the averale, the 274 participants {1} were 54 vears
of age, (2) operated i2l-ecre farms of which 180 acresz were
usged for pasture and 1% acres for cultivation, and (3} earned

BEST DOCLmeid avAGABLE
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$1.828 from the nale of fars products §n 1968, the year pre-
ceding the gstert of the projram. They produced and aeld
beef cattle, swine, corn, cotton, grain gsorqhusm, peanuts,
waterselonsg, peas, cucumbers, potatoes, tomatoes, and canta-
loupes.

A report on an evaluation of the program by Texas As®
University showed that, on the average, the gross income
from livestock gsales increased from $1,3il in 1968 to §1,189
in 1%970~~an lncrease of about 295 percent-and the gross income
from ceop sales increased feom $1,082 to §},0H89~-an 1neqi vaa
of less than 1 percent. Althouyh it did not (stimat. 1o valuye
of each factor, the regort indicatec that impraved pistures,
livestock production practices, herd sxpansion, and calf-crop
[#ccentages and higher prices could ascount for the {ncreases
in livestock income. The evaluation team concluded that pro-
gram aides qreatly helped participants increase their livestock
incose. The ceport also {ndicsted that a reduntion in the
number of actes in crop production and inconsistent vegetadle
markets may have contributed to the small increase in crop
incoame.

Tne evaluation team's other measrres of program R"uccCess
taciuded ¢hanges in the numbser of parrvicipants who (1) foltowed
tecomaended fatming practices, {2) participated in othe oser-
vice educational programs and used the services of sele. o
USDA agencies, and {3} had certain living conveniences, sach
as electricity, running water, and various appliances. Tne
foliowsng table ghows the changes in these measures fron
136t theough 1970.

Porcent
ot change
1968 1970 1968-70

Participants engaged in
corn production:
Number of participants 76 76 -
Average number of acres
per farm in coch

production 10.4 8.8 -18.5
Average vield, bushels
per acre 23.0 35.0 52.2

Nuaber following recom-
zended practices:

L.and prepacation 37 56 51.4
Yariety planted {5 51 35.7
Seed planting rate 36 55 52.8
Ferrilizer aoplication 21 35 66.7
need control 32 3 -

BEST DO menT AVAILABLE
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Farticlipants engaged in
truck crop productions
Humber of participants g2
Humber following recom—
mended practices;

Land preparation 49
Variety planted 19
Seed planting rate 57
Fertilizer application 38
Heed contcol 44

Participants engaged in beef
cattle production:

Number of participants 203
Humbet of cattle 2,548
Acres of pastureland:
Unimproved 19,726
Improved 2,405
Xuzbe¢ following recommended
practices:

Utilized recommenided
buil for breeding

purposes 55
Vaccination practices 48
External pacasite conteol 48
Internal parasite contrecl 17

Participants using Goverament
services:
Extension Service (attended
at le.st one neeting) 3
Soil Conservation Service 28
Agricultural Stabilization
and Conservatiour Service 413
Farmers Home Admini .“ration 11

Level of living index items:

Electricity in home 222
Bot running water in home 92
Cold running water in home 113
Refrigerator 216
Telephone 116
Radio 211
Televisicn 17¢

17

1976

8%

70
76
70

58

203
2,787

18,284
4,340

59
78

129
58

223
114
134
213
124
218
188

Percent
of change
1968-70

42.9

8.6
22.8
§2.1
3l.8

63.6
6§4.6
68.8
205.9

1,866.7
172.4

200.0
427.”

Ll ]
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EXTENSICN AND RESEARCH EFPORTS TO
BEEYT SPECIAL NEEDS OF SHALL-FARM
GPERATORS HAVE BEPN [NADEQUATE

USDA and the land-grant cclleqges have taken specisl steps
to extend training and technical assisetance to the small-farm
cpetators and have done rescarch uniquely applicaple to their
problems. However, these efforts spparently fall short of
what is needed,

Extension efforts

As noted on page 6, the basic migsion of agricultural
extension i3 to help pecple identify and solve farm, home,
and community problemsg through use of reseactch findings and
USDA programs. U3DA's Extension Service reported that about
37 percent of the cooperative extension orgenizationsg' fiscal
vear 1974 workload waos related to agricultuce and natural
resources. Included werc oprograms to {1) strengthen prco-
duction and marketing capabilities of private, independent
farmers ard (2) help farmers aajust to Federal, State, and
local regulations on envirvoamental gual:ity, fare and foo0a
cafety, and plant and animal health. Small~farm opetators
can and scme do participate in these programs.

Included alsoc were programs specifically desisned to
assist in improving farming operations of small-farms opera-
tors~-programs similar to those discussed in the preceding
section. In fiscal year 1974, 91,372 staff-days, about 2.6
percent of the prograz staff-days, were used for such programs,

Extension Service officials said that, although a large
part of the extension effort is made available to small-farm
operators and many benefit from extension services, the extension
organizations were not effectively rea<hing many smalli-farm
operators ir need of their assistance. Howaver, because of
the many needs of the people served--food and nutrition, family
resource management, fazily health and safety, youth development,
and community development--they said that they —ould not do
more within existing funcing levels.

TwC extension groups, which looked at Extension's rcle

in serving the limited~-resource farmers, reported that such
farmers® needs were not heing fully zet by the cooperative
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extenuzion organizastions. The reporte [/ reccamended thst
additiona: cesources be sclicited to ante (ully isplement
peograms designed to gecve these fsrmeca.

Extension Barvice officiale gaid thst ln previsus yyacs
the Secrvice had propared seversl preliminacy hudget teavests
which {nciluded sdditlonagl Pederal funds to more fully faple-
sent programs vhich had pioven successfuvl in ssgisting udsalle
farm vperators. Becsuse of higher prlogivry pregeane and
departmentsl budgetary conseraintg--cefiecting the genetsl
nationsl budget policlef--thes® requsests wets a6t fncluded
in the budgets pregented to the (ongresg.

&lehougn §3 alllion was appropriated vach year for fis~
cal years 1374 and 1975 under title V of the Rutal Develop~
nent Act of 1972 for rucal development and small-fare re~
search and extenslon programg, i1t has been and will be used
for autharized nonfars rucal development teseareh and
extension activities,

An Exvengion Service official zaild that the personalized
effort receded o eatend training and technicsl assigstsnce go
snall-farm operators wes very costly. He said ghat USDA
believed that, in view of auch cost and of the relatively
spall amount I money approprieted under titie ¥V, the mopey
could be bettar used by concentratiag on nonfarz cural
development,

Ragearch effores

Although precise information wasg not available, USDA
and the land-grant collegez have in the past vesrs done
gomne research applicsble to the problems of smali-farm
operators. USDA officials stated that the prismaery purpose
of the regearch grants made to the (830 land-grant insti-
tutions was to assist disadvantvaged cturel people, including
gmall-fara operators,

*Extension’g Respongibility to Parmers and Ranchers with
Gross Farm Income Less than $10,000," Agriculteural Sub-
committee, Extension Committee on Organization and Policy,
Kay 1967, ard *& People and & Spirie,” USDA-Eationsl
Azsociation of State Universities and Land-Crant lolleges
Extengion Stady Committee, Kov. 1968,
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In & Sepiendet 1589 speech belore the Divislion of
suricultucar ard Pood Chemistcy of the Amggican Cnemical
Soctety, the former Dirtector of USDA'e Gilice of Hclence
angd EBducation (row the Office of the Aseletant Secretary
far Conpervation, ReSedrch, ond Educationl--uiBh's focal
paint for cooedinating (eseareh policy developzment, plan~
niag, snd evaluatiofi-~naia:

"Ehen we a8k what sgeicultursl rfesedrch has done
foe this group of fatwses lemsll-fatw opesratorsi,
the ghpwer coses bacit 'Very littie.' In fact,
the overall tspact ¢ agricultutal ressaech has
ehaceatensd sheif sutvival.”

The forsar Directar 2lso gaid that outatandissy soclal
and natucal ACLeNTiIsLE, wihio wele seniilive o the probleas
of seall-fars operators, should B8 hrought together to
thotoughly delineate reséatchable ateas whete anbwera covid
be found e 2heil probleas. He outlimed the follovwing
queéstiong,

~=1% it necesaaty {or techaology to force these
people into 2 blind coener of the farm economy?

«-Lan LOCnBGLILGY e develioped which Jitectly
henefits thess people?

«=Can techaology be controlled, sither in i1ts
developeant ‘af sdoption, O LACERa8e Lhe
benefi®s t~ thess praple?

~=Can busipess Gpercaticong fof thesz farsers be
irproved 10 ways that ate commensurate with
theit capabilities? '

-~Are thete now types of intecfacm organizations
that can be atudied that w«will bring adout new
efficiencied in their operations, help them
manags Lhail outpul. Of Dette? influence the
sctivities of the mavret place to their advantage?

-=Can oppottunities fof ezployment--oither on
or cff the farm-~that will attract the talentsg
and intereats of these psople be incressed?

The former Ditector told us that the atudy aroup re

had suggested had never been brougnt togethe: ~nd that
the pointa he had made in the 1949 speech were atill valid,
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Cfficials of USDA's Cooperative State Repearch fService
satd that very little had been done to evaluzte the proba-
vls econcmic and social impacts of production-effictiency
reaeafch of to determine the agsistance that smsll-farp
operators would reed to plan for and adjust to changes
brought about by the regeasch.

The exception has been in the tobacco industry. In
September 1969 USDA®s Economic Resesrch Service igsued a
rgport on atential mechantzavion in the flue-cured
tobacco tndustry with esphasis on human resodtce adjustment,

This report stated that

-=tn the asoutheastern United States, a large nusber
of people were still employed in the production,
marketing, and processing of flue-cured tobacco;

~eygnesrtaitnty about future demand for tobacco
progucts and Governmen? tobacco programs which
Jimtt acreage and production and restrict leasing
and rental arrangements had inhibtted full mechani-
zation of the tobacoo industry; and

~=femoving these vtestrictions anu allowing mechani-
zation and new technology to be freely used in
the tobacco tndustfy could constitute a problem
¢f congiderable social and econosic proportion
unless new ezployment opportinities were developed.

The report pointed out that the effects of altornative
Governpent policies on preoductior, mechanization, and psasti-
ble displacenent of family and hired workers could bs gene
ersily defined. However, before a complete evaluat.on of
the potential soclal and econcmic conmequences of changes
in the tobacco tndustry could be made, specific data was
aeceded on (1) age, mex, and mobility of the family and
hired workers and the extent of their dependence on income
from tobaccs farming angd (2) alternative employment oppor-
tunities and skill and educationsl requirements of the
avitlable iobs. An Economic Research Service official said
that research wag being done to gather the needed information
ard wouald be completed by Decesber 1975.

“he regultz of this research will give decigionmakers
better information for adaministering Government tobacco
pregramss, for evaluating the economic ard social impacty of
future changes in the tobacco industry, and for determining
what assistance tobacco farmers need to plan for and adijust

Lo changes.
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“EED _POR RORE INPORMATION

& lack of more intensified extension and cegesatch
ffores specifically devoted to helping & greater nusbear
cf small-facm cperators covercome problems impeding thelr
econonic laprovesent 2ay be celated to the lack of
sdequate information on the farm populstion and the
potential benefits of such efforts.

inforsation on tue characteristics of individual
facms and farrers {6 scarce. In & June 1$70 report on
the concepts involved in defining and identifying farms,
2 prefegsot of agricultural econoaics and statistics
8" Texas Tech University stated that a way must be found
te statistically separate people who live in rursl ageas
chiefly becsuse they enjoy it from thoge who live thete
because they mawe & living from farming. Also, he stated
that noapecoductive farms nmust be separated statistically
feam productive farms.

In developing the proposed budget requests for additional
poney to a8sist small~facam operatorsg, the Extensgion Service
ha$ not obtained defipnitive tnformation on the gmalli-faram
population and had not propared a well-documented estinate
of potential benerits of programs primartly designed to
ertend tfaining ahd technical assistance to gasll-farm
operatore.

gscause of the lack of such information, the potential
peogran benefits cznnot be reasonably assessed. Howevel,
indications ate that the cost effsctiveness could be
favoravie, particulariys of programs te asgist the farzers
who have the potential to become full-time commercial farmers,
In ite 1972 annual report., the Tennegsee Valley Authority
stated that, if a3il farmers {n the Valley would effectively
uze availadle technology, the value of the Valley's agri-
celitural production could be tripled in the years shead.
The Acthority's programa, such as the “Rapid Adjustaent
Fara Preogras,” are atmed at helping the region's farmers
mage the changes necessary to reach this geal.

Forther, available information indicates that small-
farm operators sanage millions of acres of agricultural
land. Huch of thag leand is not being effectively used.
More intensified extension and research efforts encouraging
and helping sxall-farm operators who have the potential
Lo Dettel yse their land would increase thesr incomes and
8.3 1 =meeting the world's food and fiber needs.
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VIEWS OF FARM TRGANIZATIONS

We digcuased outr observations with repfesentatives of
gaveral nationsl farm organizations. They concucred that:

~-Many small-farm operators have esperienced
relatively lower volusmes of farm gales and
iogses in real income because they have not
sffectively used availaple techrslogy and
efficient management practices that have been
daveloped through reseatch,

-«Publicly supported extenston aad cesearch
effores to meet specisl needs of small-farm
opetators have bsen inadequate,

--¥any small-fare operatora could be helped to
improve thelr incomes and standards of living
theough more intensive and specifically
targeted extensiin and research programs.,

CONCLUSIONS

Hew and improved agricultural technaslioqgy and favs
manzgesent techniques developed through publicly aupported
tescarch projects have greatly increased the production
capabilivies of farmers ovwer the years amd have helped
keep pric:e for farm commoditlies from increastng more
repidly than they might have bacause of rising demand.
Such research hag also contribuytesd to soee loss of income
and telatively lower atandards of living for many small-
farm operstors who did not or couvld not effectively use
the research findings.

Although USDA and the land-grant colleges have made
gome limited efforts to extend *t.aining and technical
agsistance to small-farm operatocs and have dong some
tesearch applicable to the problems of small-farm oparators,
guch efforer could be greatly inténsified with the objec-
tive af cresving a better life for many small-farm operators
and increasing productivity of che land under their manage-
ment. More complete data 18 needed, however, to determine
the type and extent of assistance which would be useful.

USD® and the land-grant colleqges zppear to be the logical
develcopers of data on srall-~farm operatocs who are in their
productive years, who depend on the farn for their primary
source of income, and whe indicate a willingness to improve
their farming operations by using available technology and
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efficient management practices proven to be successful for
agssll-farm operations. The development and analysis of
auch data would provide the bagsls for planning a carefully
tsrgeted extension progrem, estimating overall costs and
benefits, and planning new reseacch projects otrieated to
the specific, known needs of small-farm uperators.

AGENCY CORMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION

In commenting of this feport (see app. 1), USDA disagreed
that it should take actians to intensify its efforts to ex-
tend training and technical assistance to ssall-farm opera~-
tors. USDA said that it -had ditected its fegources to
nonfarm rursl development activities as well as to problems
of the farm operator because technological changes, which
tegulre an increasingly capital intensive gstructurfe in the
industry, and other aspects of the production and matketing
wystem for ciricultural products hsd combined to ceduce
the number of opportunities for both agricultural employsent
and affictent amall-scale far=ms and because off-farnm income
in the household often greatly supplementyg the faraing opeta-
tions and ts a primscy factor in encouraging smnall-farm opera-
tors to remain on thetr farmg, USDA also saiwd that 1t alle-
cation of resources wag cost effective and that no lyrther
actiong would D2 sugdested avt th:is Laime,

Further, USDA sai1d that it did not have a4 national
estinate of the propoctien of small-farm operators who are
able podied and capable of ass.milating trasning and assist-
ance which could be offered them hut that one of 1tg atudies
of & 12%-county QOzarks ares showed that (1) about 20 percent
of the household heads on saall f{arms were partially or
totally disabled and that only 3 s=all proportion of these
had potential for rehabilitation, (2} two-thicds of the
farm operavors had completed § vears of schooling or less
and that many of these were uawilling to accept or avail
thezselves of free techaical assistance ard training, and
§3) aimost half of the farm households had two or more
‘noope easrners. It said that the 1969 Census of Agriculture
showed that the average off-farm income of households with
less than $20,000 :n gross farm sales was more than $6,200
&nd with jess than §5%,000 in gross farms sales wag more
than $7,500.

we recojnize that abilities, educational experiences,
and attitudes of farmers would affect USDA's ability to

extend tra:r ing and tecnnical assistance to the entire
small-farm population and that the farm household's total
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income should be considered in the planning for Government
progrems for assisting smsll-farm operstors. We also
recognize that nontatm rural development activities are
needed in rural America for those who cannot, or no longer
want to, continue farming,

We believe, however, that there is sufficient evidence
to warrant an evaluation of the poiential national and
individual benefits of extension and reseacch prograas
aimed at encouragiag and helping the small-farm operators
who have the potential for improving their farwning operations.

The opinion of many knowledigeable Government and none-
government suthorities ig that the failure to effectively
use available technology and efficient amanagement practices
iz a primary reason many farme.s have lower volumes of
farm sales than they might have and a major factor
limiting improvement in the farming operations of most
sesll-iars operators who havé not progressed. Although
the number cannot be estimated, the results of demonstration
pregi a.s Sponsored by cooperative extension organizations
and the Tennessee Valley Authority show that there asre small-
fare operators who {1} will respond to extension efforts
specificaeily designed to peet their needs and (2) can be
he#iped to inurease production and income by using available
technology and cfficient management practices.

Por many small-farm operators, farming may be the best "
alternative for isproving their incomes and standards of
.iving because of such factors as age, ability, remoteness
of locat:ion, or desire to continue to farm., As noted on
page &, 19 percent of the farm households in 1970 which had
gross annual farm sales under 520,000 did not have any off-
farm income and 2n additional 13 percent did not eartn any
sslaries or wageg [rom off-farm gources.

USDA sa:d that the report correctly pointed out that
applied research had kept down the prices of farm products
but that incomes of small-farm operators would not neces-
sarily rise as a result of a concerted effort in a small-
farmer program. It sald that, if small farms were assisted
50 that total preduction was increased, price declines
could further reduce incomes of small-farm coperators.

The existence of research to increase production and
the effects of applied research on prices sre, in our
opinion, more reasons for intensifying ertension a2nd re-
search programs to help small-farm operators incre.ue
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their production, and not justification for not doing so,
‘as USDA indicated. Agricultural economists have said that
farmers wmust use techinology a8 it is developed to increase
their output and that those that do not use technology
experience low returns, poverty, of bankruptcy.

RECOYHMENDATIONS

To more fully achieve the potential national and
individuzl bengfits of extension and research programs
aiwed at encouraging and helping small-farm operators
to imptove their farming operations, we recoamend t0 the
Secretacy of Agriculture taat USDA:

--1dentify amall-farm operators in their productive
vears who depend on the farm as their primacy
source of income and categorize them according
to their resources, abilities, educational ex-
periences, and willingness to improve their
operations by using available technology and
efficient management practices,

~--Estimate the costs and benefits of programs needed
to eztend training and technical assistance to
small-farm operators having the potential foc
improvement and present the information to the
Cengress for its consideration.

~-Exarire the potential for research uniquely
designed to improve the economic position of
small-farm operators and, if such potential
exists, consider the priority of such reseatch
in relation o other federally funded aqricultural
research,.

--Establiish procedures for (1) evaluating the
econozic and social impacts of future research
that could greatly change the productivity,
structure, andsfor size of existing farms, and
{2} deternining the assistance small-farm operators
would need to plan ftor and adjust to the resulting
changes.

B?.u { &Juuuarvdi,n { EN AVMEMULL

26



CUAPTER. 3

SCOPE OF REVIEW

Cur creview included:

--Reviewing pertinent Pederal laws and related
legiglative histories.

--Examining records related to agricultural
regearch and extension work, and pertinent
reports and publications prepared by USDA,
land-qrant colleges, and the Tennessee
Valley Authority.

-~Interviewing officials at USDA headquarters and
at land-~grant colleges in the States of Ala-
bama, lowa, Minnesota, and Pennsylvania.

--Diacussing problems impeding the econonic
improvement of small~farm operations with
research and extension officials ¢ the
land-grant colleges, with otficials at the
Tennegsee Vajiley Authority, and with various
Govarnment and nongovernment people in gelected
counties in Alabama and Minnesota.
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DEPARTHMENT OF AGRICUL - URE
OFF.CE OF 1ML SCCRETARY

WASHINGTON, D € 2025%0

Mr. Henry Lschwege April 24, 1995
Director, Resources and Econemic
Development Division
imited States General Accounting Ofiice
Washimgton, D.C., 20548

Dear Mr. chwege:

We appreciate the opportunity to “eview and comment on the draft of
the proposed GAD report to Congress entitled, “Some Problems Impeding
Economic Improvement of Samall farm Operations: What the Departpent
of Agriculture Keeds To Do."

The GA0 report concludes that USDA and the land-grant colleges have
made aa effert to extend tralning and technical assiscance to and have
conducted some research uniquely applicable to the problems of smail
farmers, and that such efforts need to be intensified if a better Iife
is to bde created for the small farw operators and the productivity of
the land under their management {8 to be increased. The report also
concludes that better infcrmation £z needed to determine the extent

to which such efforte should be intensified and offers four recemmen~
dations for obtaining such informationm.

Although the Department does not have a national estimate of the pro-
porticn of small farmers who are able-bodled and capable of assimilating
training and assistance which could be offered them, we have conducted
selected studies in areas typified by small farm operators. For example,
ERS conducted such a study in a 125~county Ozarks area of Arkansas,
Yigsouri, and Oklahoma, an area in which one-half to two-thirds of the
farms qualify under the CAO criteria as small farms., This study found
that adout 20 percent of the household heads on s=all farms ar~ partially
or totally disabled, and that only a small proporrion of these disabled
teads have potential for rehabilitation. Two~thirds of the Ozark farz
opevrators in the ERS study had completed 8 years of schooling or less.
Many of these were unwilling to accept or avail themselves of free
technical assistance and training.

From the available information on the trends in income distribution
azmong farm operators it should be clear that "available technology

and efficient management practices” have not been the primary limiting
factors in the irprovement of the economic position of small farm
operators., Many small farm operators have been able to raise their
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fare incomes above the 520,000 level, Other lismiting factors include
avallability and access to credit supplies and the sv~ply of farmland
that 1s available {n the qusntities, locations and prices that ave
attractive to small farm operators. Many small farm operators have
recognized that their best opportunities for increasing family incomes
are from off-farm employment for themselves and other fsmily members
rather than iatensification of farming enterprises,

The GADQ study concentrates on farz operators who worked oif-the-farm
for wages less than 100 days & year, but ignores incomes of other
family zembers from off-farm sources emphasizing "incomes near or
below the poverty levei.” The ERS Ozark study found that almost half
the farm households had two or more income earners in the houschold,
Off-fars employwent of spovses and other family members is relatively
cozmon in situations where the head remains underemployed in farming,
by choice or necessity. The 1969 Census shows that farms with less
than $20,000 gross incomes averaged more than 56,200 off-farm income,
and cne smaller farms, those with less than $5,000 gress farm sales,
averaged more than $7,500 from ofi~faxe sources,

The report focuses on research and extension efforts of the USDA and
land-grant colleges and does not study the related efforts of other USDA
agencles such as the Farmers Booe Administration, Farmer Cooperative
Service, and Sol} Conservation Service, "because their major lines of
effort do not directly impact on the use of research findings by smail
farm operators and the impacts of such research.” The complementarity
of programs in these agencies with the research and extension efforts
15 widely known in rural America. The Farwmers Home Administration loan
programs provide sources of financing and t.chnical supervision for
limfted resource farmers who cannot get credit elsewhere to improve
their economic conditions. The Farmer Cooperative Service program is
directed to improving farm income and rural living through advisory
services and counseling. Recently, FCS has placed special emphasis

on small farms. The Soil Conservation Service's Resource Conservation
and Developwent Program asslsts local p-ople in initlacing and carrying
out loug-range programs of resource conservation and development for
purposes of achleving a pleasing environment and creating a favorable
investment climate attractive te private capital., These agencies,
along with others in the Depsrtment, use and supplement the resources
of Extension Service and laad-grant c>»lleges and should be considered
if an accurate plcture f{s to be dvveloped of public assistance to small
farms.

Scme research and uxtension efforts bercefiting smali operators is not
mentioned ia the GAOQ report. The L{SRS special grant progranm for 1890
land-grant institutions provides over $10 millfon to these institutions
for the primsry purposc of conducting research to assist disadvantaged
rural people—people of low {ncome, smill farmers, and part-time
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farmers., These research grants were backed up by an additional $6
wiliion in extersion grants to the same institutions, so that special
educational work might be carried out with these “hard-to-reach”
clicots.

The LAD report gemersily fails to reflect explicitly the fact that
techoological changes requiring increasicgly capital intensive structure
in the industry and other aspects of :he production and marleting system
for agricultural products, have combined to reduce the nusber of oppor-
tunities for both agricultural employment and efficient smail-scale
farms.

The report carrectly points out that applied research has kept down the
prices of farm preducts. If small farss were agsisted g~ that total
production wire increased, price declines could further .educe incomes
of small farmersz. Incomes of small farmers would not wecessarily rise
as & result of a conrcerted effort in a smisll farmer program

Kecognizing these limited opportunities, and the fact that oif-farm
income in the houselold often significantls supplements the farmiog
operation, and is a primary factor in encouraging small farm operators
to rexmain on thelr {arms, the Department of Agriculture has directed
its resources to nonfarm rural develcpment acrivities as well as to

the problems of the farm operator. It is believed that this sllocation
is cost effective. No further actien on the GAO recommendation would
be guggested at this time.

Attachument & provides some additional comments of an editorial and
tecktmical nature. [See GAO note.]

Singerely,

MO .
#LLERT ®. LONG :

issistant Sacretary

Attaciment

CAD mote: The comsents referred to were considered in the preparation
of this report but are not reprcduced herein.
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PRINCIPAL DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE OPFICIALS

RESPONSIBLE POR THE EXTENSION AND RESEARCH

ACTIVITIES DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT

‘Tenure of office

From To .
Secretary of Agriculture: . - - . &
Barl L. Butz Pec., 1971 Present - -
Clifford M. Hardin “Jan. 1969 Nov. 1671
Orville L. Freezan Jan. 1961 Jan. 1969
Agsistant Secretary, Conservation,
rResearch, and Bducation (note a}l: : )
Robert W. Long March 1973 Present
Ned D. Bayley June 1968 Feb. 1973
George [-. Mehren Sept. 1965 June 19268
Administrator, Agricultural Research
Service:
Talcott W. Edminster Aug. 1971 Present
George %. Irvaing, Jr. March 1965 Aug. 1971
Administrator, Cooperative State
Research Service:
Roy L. Lovvorn June 1969 Present
Ned D. Bayley (aciing) Feb. 1969 May 19569
T. C. Byerly . April 1962 Feb. 1969
Administrator, Economic Research
Service:
Quentin M. West March 1974 Tresen*
Quentin K. West {acting} Jan. 1972 Peb., 1%7%
Melvin Upchurch Sept. 1965 Jan. 1572
Administrator, Extension Service:
Edwin L. Rirony Feb., 1970 Present
Lloyd H. Davis Oct. 19623 Feb. 1970

a
Until Pebruary 1973, the title of this position
was Director, Science and Education.

BEST DOCUMENT AVAILABLE
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